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TRANSFORMATIONAL LEADERSHIP AND TASK COHESION articulating a collective purpose and encourages followers to adopt a shared vision; both of 124 which should bring individuals together so that they feel part of the group and positively Carron (1997) finding that inside sacrifices were positively related to task cohesion. As both 149 inside sacrifices and task cohesion have salience to the specific context of practicing and 150 competing, we examined inside sacrifices only. 151 Unlike the relationship between sacrifice and task cohesion, researchers have not yet 152 examined the relationship between transformational leadership and sacrifice. However, the 153 idea that transformational leaders inspire followers to make sacrifices forms a central pillar of 154 transformational leadership theory. For example, Bass ' (1985) seminal work explicitly states 155 that transformational leaders will "get us to transcend our own self-interest for the sake of the 156 team, organization, or larger polity" (p. 20) . Within organizational psychology, researchers 157 have reported a positive relationship between transformational leadership and organizational 158 citizenship behaviors (e.g., Podsakoff et al., 1990) . This is the closest researchers have come 159 to examining sacrifice, as organizational citizenship behaviors are similar to sacrifice 160 behaviors because they both involve engaging in behaviors which go unrewarded but 161 promote the functioning of the group. However, organizational citizenship behaviors are 162 broader than sacrifice behaviors as Organ (1988) suggests they incorporate: helping, 163 conscientiousness, sportsmanship, courtesy, and civic virtue. enhance the athlete's personal identification with the coach; which, in turn, will motivate the 172 athlete to make sacrifices for the team. Second, fostering acceptance of group goals and promoting teamwork ought to be positively correlated with follower sacrifices. By fostering 174 acceptance of group goals and promoting teamwork, the coach is likely to increase team 175 member's collective identity (i.e., identifying with team goals) and value internalization (i.e., 176 internalizing the notion of teamwork) which will motivate followers to make sacrifices for 177 the team. Third, high performance expectations should be positively related to athlete 178 sacrifices. A leader who displays high performance expectations is likely to increase both the 179 self and collective-efficacy of followers, which will motivate these followers to make 180 sacrifices in order to meet such expectations. Appropriate role modelling ought to be 181 positively associated with follower sacrifices; as a coach who is an appropriate role model 182 will display sacrifice behaviors, which serve as a model for the sacrifices expected of 183 followers. Finally, inspirational motivation should be positively correlated with athlete 184 sacrifices; as followers who accept the collective vision of their leader, and form a collective 185 identity, are likely to engage in collective-oriented behaviors such as sacrifices.
186
Within the present study, there was a possibility of differences between male and 187 female athletes on the main study variables and more importantly, on the relationships 188 between those variables. Proponents of the sociocultural theory of sex differences (e.g.,
189
Cross & Madson, 1997; Wood & Eagly, 2010) maintain that different socialization patterns 190 result in gender differences for certain behaviors that relate to the present study's variables.
191
For example, Maccoby (1990) suggests that gender differences may be socialized during 192 childhood, with girl's interactions tending to be more prosocial and cooperative, and boy's 193 interactions placing greater emphasis on social dominance. Intuitively, both prosocial 194 behavior and cooperation could be linked to both sacrifice behavior and task cohesion.
195
Researchers have also shown that athlete gender influences perceptions of coaches' behaviors 196 (e.g., Hollembeak & Amorose, 2005) and levels of task cohesion within male and female 197 sports teams (Thompson & Albinson, 1991; Widmeyer, Brawley, & Carron, 1985) . Finally, gender differences for organizational citizenship behaviors (which are similar to sacrifice 199 behaviors) and group orientation have also been reported (Kashima et al., 1995; Van Dyne & 200 Ang, 1998).
201
Of further relevance to the present study is Korabik and Ayman's (2007) integrative 202 model of gender and leadership, which depicts the effect of gender on the relationships 203 between leader behaviors and follower outcomes. Specifically, Korabik and Ayman (2007) 204 propose that the interactions between leaders and followers are influenced by intrapsychic 205 processes (e.g., gender role orientation in both parties), sociodemographic gender (e.g.,
206
expectations of role behaviors), and contextual cues (e.g., the gender make-up of the group).
207
Supporting the integrative model of gender and leadership, Kacmar, Bachrach, Harris, and 208 Zivnuska (2011) found that gender influenced the relationship between leadership behaviors 209 and organizational citizenship behaviors (akin to sacrifice behaviors in the present study).
210
Furthermore, Powell, Butterfield, and Bartol (2008) reported that gender influences the 211 relationships between leadership behaviors and other outcomes such as employee effort and 212 satisfaction.
213
Based on the aforementioned theory and research, it was possible that gender 214 differences could exist for each of the study's variables and for the relationships between 215 these variables. Given such differences, in particular those relating to sacrifice (i.e., a 216 mechanism by which transformational leadership may exert its effect on task cohesion), Consequently, we decided that it was pertinent to conduct an exploratory examination of 221 possible gender differences within the context of our hypotheses.
In summary, the purpose of the present study was to examine a mediational model 223 whereby transformational leadership is related to task cohesion via inside sacrifice; a number 224 of specific hypotheses were tested. Based on Prapavessis and colleagues (1997) conceptual 225 framework, it was hypothesized that both personal and teammate inside sacrifice would 226 mediate the relationships between the five transformational leaderships behaviors and task 227 cohesion. In accordance with previous research in sport (e.g., Callow et al., 2009) , we 228 expected that all five transformational leadership behaviors would be positively related to 229 task cohesion. Based on transformational leadership theory (Bass, 1995; Shamir et al., 1993) interactive sports (e.g., volleyball, water polo, n = 225) and co-active sports (e.g., golf, tennis, n = 156). In total, 101 female athletes had a male coach and 92 female athletes had a 248 female coach, whereas 181 male athletes had a male coach and 7 male athletes had a female 249 coach. In all cases, the 38 head coaches (male = 18, female = 10) were full-time paid 250 coaches in charge of teams containing both scholarship and non-scholarship athletes. were selected: individual consideration 1 (4 items; e.g., "my coach treats each team member as 256 an individual"), fostering acceptance of group goals (3 items; e.g., "my coach gets the team to 257 work together for the same goal"), high performance expectations (4 items; e.g., "my coach 258 expects us to achieve high standards"), appropriate role model (4 items; e.g., "my coach sets a 259 good example for team members to emulate"), and inspirational motivation 1 (4 items; e.g., "my Inside sacrifice. Players' perceptions of inside sacrifice were measured using the 271 Group Sacrifice Scale (GSS; Prapavessis & Carron, 1997). After conducting an EFA, these researchers found that the GSS displayed four components: inside sacrifice, outside 273 sacrifice, personal social sacrifice, and teammate social sacrifice. However, as indicated 274 earlier, we focused on inside sacrifice. As sacrifice was originally conceptualized by 275 Prapavessis and Carron (1997) as involving a personal and a teammate dimension, we 276 decided to separate inside sacrifice into personal inside sacrifice (8 items; e.g., "I am 277 willing to carry out responsibilities I don't like for the good of the team") and teammate 278 inside sacrifice (8 items; e.g., "my teammates are willing to put aside their own personal 279 goals if they conflict with the team's goal"). All items are rated on a scale ranging from 1 280 (Strongly disagree) to 9 (Strongly agree).
281
As the GSS has only been used in one published study, we conducted a CFA on 282 the two inside sacrifice subscales. Both the personal inside sacrifice, χ² (20) = 296.48, p <
283
.01, RMSEA = 0.19, CFI = 0.80, TLI = 0.72, and teammate inside sacrifice, χ² (20) = 284 438.5, p < .01, RMSEA = 0.24, CFI = 0.84, TLI = 0.78, scales indicated a poor fit. Based 285 on theoretical reasons and modification indices for theta delta, three items were deleted. 286 First, "I am willing to carry out responsibilities I am not competent at for the good of the 287 team" was removed because it was thought that undertaking responsibilities one is not 288 competent at might be considered counterintuitive by some athletes. Second, "I am 289 willing to accept playing less when not performing to the best of my abilities for the good 290 of the team" was removed. As sacrifice involves giving up something for the 'good' of 291 the team, we felt that even if some players are not performing to their best, they may still 292 believe they are better than their teammates, and therefore this item could be construed as 293 being somewhat ambiguous. Finally, "I am willing not to engage in verbal conflict with 294 my opponents for the good of the team" was removed as verbal conflict is, at times, part 295 of competitive sport and can be used for the good of the team when competing. After 296 deleting these three items in each subscale, a two-factor model of personal and teammate inside sacrifice indicated an adequate fit, χ² (29) = 67.90, p < .01, RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 298 0.97, TLI = 0.98. The Cronbach's alpha coefficient was .79 for personal inside sacrifice 299 and .90 for teammate inside sacrifice. 
321

Data Analyses
Given that the present dataset consisted of two hierarchical levels, the athlete 323 (Level 1) and the coach (Level 2), the nested nature of the data needed to be addressed.
324
To statistically analyze whether it was appropriate to use a multilevel framework, 325 intraclass correlation coefficients were calculated. Intraclass correlation coefficients 326 define the proportion of between-group variance to total variance. In the present sample, variance is due to group membership and multilevel analysis is appropriate. Therefore, a 333 multilevel framework was adopted for the present study. 334 We employed MLwiN to conduct multilevel analyzes (Rasbash, Browne, Healy, After reviewing the results of the loglikelihood ratio tests, we found that in all cases a 345 random intercept fixed slope model best represented the data.
346
The data were group mean centered for all analyses. This decision was taken as Enders and Tofighi (2007) suggest that group mean centering is optimal when Level 1 
387
With personal inside sacrifice as the mediator, the a path (individual consideration 388 to personal inside sacrifice) and the b path (personal inside sacrifice to task cohesion) 389 were both significant and positive (see Table 2 ). The 95% CI for the indirect effect 390 excluded zero indicating that personal inside sacrifice mediates the relationship between 391 individual consideration and task cohesion. With teammate inside sacrifice as the 392 mediator, the a path (individual consideration to teammate inside sacrifice) and the b path 393 (teammate inside sacrifice to task cohesion) were also both significant and positive. In 394 addition, the 95% CI for the indirect effect did not include zero indicating that teammate 395 inside sacrifice also mediates the individual consideration to task cohesion relationship.
396
Hypothesis 2. The relationship between fostering acceptance of group goals and task cohesion will be mediated by inside sacrifice.
398
With personal inside sacrifice as the mediator, the a path (fostering acceptance of 399 group goals to personal inside sacrifice) and the b path (personal inside sacrifice to task 400 cohesion) were both significant and positive (see Table 2 ). The 95% CI for the indirect 401 effect excluded zero indicating that personal inside sacrifice mediates the relationship 402 between fostering acceptance of group goals and task cohesion. With teammate inside 403 sacrifice as the mediator, the a path (fostering acceptance of group goals to teammate 404 inside sacrifice) and the b path (teammate inside sacrifice to task cohesion) were both 405 significant and positive. The 95% CI for the indirect effect did not include zero 406 indicating that teammate inside sacrifice also mediates the fostering acceptance of group 407 goals to task cohesion relationship.
408
Hypothesis 3. The relationship between high performance expectations and task 409 cohesion will be mediated by inside sacrifice.
410
With personal inside sacrifice as the mediator, the a path (high performance 411 expectations to personal inside sacrifice) and the b path (personal inside sacrifice to task 412 cohesion) were both significant and positive (see Table 2 ). The 95% CI for the indirect 413 effect excluded zero indicating that personal inside sacrifice mediates the relationship 414 between high performance expectations and task cohesion. With teammate inside 415 sacrifice as the mediator, the a path (high performance expectations to teammate inside 416 sacrifice) and the b path (teammate inside sacrifice to task cohesion) were both significant 417 and positive. The 95% CI for the indirect effect did not include zero indicating that 418 teammate inside sacrifice also mediates the high performance expectations to task 419 cohesion relationship.
420
Hypothesis 4. The relationship between appropriate role model and task cohesion 421 will be mediated by inside sacrifice.
With personal inside sacrifice as the mediator, the a path (appropriate role model higher on task cohesion than females. Given such initial gender differences in our results, 448 gender differences in previous research and a priori reasoning, we decided to explore the 449 effect of gender on our study hypotheses.
450
For both genders the direct effects for leadership behaviors on task cohesion were In contrast to the direct effects, there were some differences in the nature of the 460 mediation for male and female athletes (see Table 3 ). For males, personal inside sacrifice 461 consistently mediated the relationships between the transformational leadership behaviors 462 and task cohesion (the only exception was inspirational motivation). For females, 463 personal inside sacrifice only mediated the relationship between fostering acceptance of 464 group goals and task cohesion. The results were markedly different for teammate inside 465 sacrifice. For males, teammate inside sacrifice only mediated the relationships between 466 individual consideration and high performance expectations and task cohesion. For 467 females, teammate inside sacrifice mediated the relationships between all five 468 transformational leadership behaviors and task cohesion. However, despite this distinct 469 differential pattern of relationships, there were no gender differences when the a and b 470 paths for males and females were compared directly. In other words, for some paths the 471 magnitude of the regression coefficients was significantly greater than zero but when the strength of these coefficients was compared across males and females, no difference In relation to transformational leadership theory, we found support for one of the more attracted to that group. In practical terms, we suggest that raising awareness of the 523 sacrifices made by individual athletes and the team as a whole may be a viable method of 524 increasing task cohesion. For example, a coach could highlight that team members have 525 played with minor injuries, carried out responsibilities they did not like (e.g., playing out of 526 position) and put aside their personal goals for the good of the team. Additionally, a coach 527 could require players to make visible sacrifices for the benefit of the team (e.g., organizing 528 the equipment before and after practice), or a team building intervention could encourage 529 athletes to commit (either verbally or in writing) to making sacrifices for the benefit of the 530 team. At this stage, it is important to acknowledge that some sacrifices may be of detriment 531 to the individual but benefit the team (e.g., playing whilst injured). In this case, a responsible 532 coach would always put the health of each individual athlete ahead of the team. Perhaps 533 future research could investigate other potential negative consequences of transformational 534 leadership (e.g., burnout).
535
One of the interesting but preliminary findings that emerged from this study were 536 those involving athlete gender. For male athletes, personal sacrifices were a more consistent 537 mediator of the transformational leadership to task cohesion relationship as compared to 538 teammate sacrifices. In contrast, for female athletes the perception of teammate sacrifices 539 played a greater role in the mediation as compared to personal sacrifices. This provides 540 initial support for Korabik and Ayman's (2007) integrative model of gender and leadership, 541 whereby gender affects the relationship between leader behaviors and follower outcomes.
542
According to these researchers, leader behaviors and follower outcomes are influenced by 543 intrapsychic processes (e.g., gender role orientation in both parties), sociodemographic 544 gender (e.g., expectations of role behaviors), and contextual cues (e.g., the gender make-up of 545 the group). It also seems possible that a greater group orientation amongst females (Kashima 546 et al., 1995) could help explain this finding. In this regard, it seems possible that females are more interested in what the group is sacrificing, as opposed to their own personal sacrifices.
548
However, because group orientation was not measured in this study, further research is 549 needed to investigate such a claim.
550
When testing for mediation, we also noted that different transformational leadership 551 behaviors had different relationships with the sacrifices made by male and female athletes.
552
However, it is important to note that whilst the relationships were different (i.e., some of the 553 coefficients from males' and females' data were significantly different from zero while others 554 were not), there were no differences when we directly compared male and female regression 555 coefficients (i.e., for all paths, coefficients for males and females were not different from 556 each other). Within sport, this is the first study to offer preliminary evidence that gender may 557 play a part in the relationships between transformational leadership behaviors and certain 558 follower outcomes. As this is the first investigation to present such data, further research is 559 needed to clarify these initial findings. However, when considering the current findings and 560 given that not all leadership behaviors were related to follower sacrifices, some support for a 561 differentiated view of transformational leadership (Podsakoff et al., 1990) is provided. By 562 using this differentiated approach, practitioners can target specific leadership behaviors in the 563 applied setting (cf. Antonakis et al., 2003) and researchers can examine the differential 564 effects of various leadership behaviors (Podsakoff et al., 1990) . Based on our results, we 565 suggest that coaches should be aware that different transformational leadership behaviors questionnaire. Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology, 29, [395] [396] [397] [398] [399] [400] [401] [402] 
